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it may be argued that the difference in the amount of the per capita
grant in an urban and a rural area is inequitably great where, as
around Oxford, the rural districts are experiencing rapid suburbaniza-
tion and are compelled to provide—initially at a much higher cost
per head—many of the services necessary in an urban area. Moreover,
the fact that the county council will lose heavily in grant if a rural
district secures urban status may lead to undue postponement of
such a change. There seems to be a strong case for a modification
of the per capita basis of distribution of grants to county districts.
It might be possible to allow the population of those parishes in a
rural district where popuktion exceeds a certain density to count for
grant on a higher per capita basis ;l or alternatively, to pay grant at
a higher rate on the increase of population in each district during the
last one or two grant periods. Either of these expedients would be
automatic in operation, would secure a fairer adjustment of grant
payments to need, and would remove the undesirable conflict of
interest between county and district over the question of urban
status.
The principle which underlies general grants from the exchequer
is that of equalizing the burdens of local expenditures by spreading
them over a body of contributors—the national taxpayers—wider
than the immediate beneficiaries. The same principle of spreading
the burden has also been increasingly applied between different parts
of the Area in the form of equalization of rates. The extension of the
city boundary in 1929 had this effect, in so far as the costs of govern-
ment in the old city and the newly annexed areas had been different,
A single general rate of 5s. nd, in the £ took the pkce of the various
totals of county, district, and parish rates on the outskirts of the city.
The Local Government Act of 1929 had similar effects when it came
into force in the following year. It abolished the poor kw guardians,
and transferred their functions to the major authorities, so that the
poor rate became a charge over the whole county or count}' borough.
There thus disappeared the kst vestige of differential rating within
the city of Oxford itself, which had resulted from the fact that the
city contained parts of no less than three poor law unions. The act
also transferred the burden of the secondary roads from each separate
rural district to the counties; it provided machinery by which the
county councils could, if they saw fit, make grants to rural districts
1 If i-o persons per acre were to be taken as the density limit, the population of such
parishes in the Survey Area would have been, on April ist, 1937, about 10,400 out of a
*tal 'rural* popuktion of 40,400. If grant were to be paid on these people at a rate of
y. %d. instead of zs. 5^., the gain in general exchequer grant to the rural district councils
lould be about £2,250 a year.
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